TH'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered today
(1) was not witten for publication in a |l aw journal and
(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of claim
4, the sole claimrenmaining in the application.

Appel I ants’ invention pertains to a rolling unit.
An understandi ng of the invention can be derived froma
reading of claim4, a copy of which appears in the Appendi X
to the brief (Paper No. 9).

As evi dence of obvi ousness, the exam ner has applied
t he docunents |isted bel ow
Mat suo et al. (Matsuo) 4,969, 347 Nov. 13, 1990

Yoshi hara et al. (Japan '204)°? 55-103204 Aug. 7, 1980

The following rejections are before us for review

Claim4 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112,
second paragraph, as being indefinite.

Claim4 additionally stands rejected under 35 U. S. C

8 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over Japan '204 in view of Matsuo.

2 Qur understanding of this docunent is derived froma
reading of a translation thereof prepared in the United States
Patent and Trademark O fice. A copy of the translation is
appended to this opinion.
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The full text of the examiner's rejections and
response to the argunent presented by appellants appears in
t he answer
(Paper No. 10), while the conplete statenent of appellants’

argunment can be found in the brief (Paper No. 9).

OPI NI ON
In reaching our conclusion on the issues raised in
this appeal, this panel of the board has carefully considered
appel | ants’ specification and clains, the applied teachings,
and the respective viewpoi nts of appellants and the exam ner.
As a consequence of our review, we nake the determ nations
whi ch foll ow

The indefiniteness issue

We reverse the rejection of claim4 under 35 U S. C
8§ 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite.
The sol e concern of the exam ner, as explained in
the answer (page 3), is that the | anguage “the other rol

stand” on line 10 of claim4 | acks cl ear antecedent basis and
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renders the claimunclear as to which roll stand is being
referred to of the earlier recited “at |least two roll stands”
(line 1).

We are of the view, however, that the content of

claim4 is not indefinite relative to the recitation of “the

other roll stand.” The clained unit conprises “at |east two
roll
stands.” Thus, while the nunber of stands may be nore than

two, the claimmninally sets forth two stands. Accordingly,
it 1s quite apparent to us that the reference to “one rol
st and”

refers to one of the two stands, while the |anguage “the other

roll stand” clearly nmakes reference to the other of the two
roll stands. This analysis does not detract fromthe circum
stance that the cl ai menconpasses, as indicated, additiona

st ands. For the reasons set forth, supra, claim4 is consid-
ered to be definite under 35 U.S.C. 8 112, second paragraph.

The obvi ousness i ssue
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W reverse the rejection of claim4 under 35 U. S. C
8 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over Japan '204 in view of

Mat suo.

The difficulty that we have with this rejection of
claim4 is that it is apparent to us that the evidence of
obvi ousness sinply woul d not have been suggestive of the
claimed rolling unit to one having ordinary skill in the art.

The Japan ' 204 docunent clearly m nimzes shaft
space between nei ghboring roller sets, with neighboring sets
shifted in 90° phase to the pass line. However, a review of
each of the applied docunents, alone and collectively, reveals
to us that neither Japan '204 nor Matsuo (rolling mll wth
eccentric
sl eeves for draft adjustnent) teaches or woul d have been
suggestive of rotational axes of eccentric sleeves being
spaced from opposite first and second sides of a housing by
first and second housing portions, with the width of the first
housi ng portion in the direction of a rolling Iine being |Iess

than the
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wi dt h of the second housing portion, and with the first sides
of the housings of at least two roll stands being arranged in
confronting relationship, as explicitly set forth in claim4.
Si nce the evidence of obviousness is |acking, as indicated,
the rejection of claim4 under 35 U.S.C. §8 103 nust be
reversed.

In summary, this panel of the board has:

reversed the rejection of claim4 under 35 U S. C
8§ 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite; and

reversed the rejection of claim4 under 35 U S. C 8§
103 as bei ng unpat ent abl e over Japan '204 in view of Matsuo.

The decision of the examner is reversed.

REVERSED

HARRI SON E. McCANDLI SH )
Seni or Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
)  BOARD CF
PATENT
| RW N CHARLES COHEN ) APPEALS
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Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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